REMARKS 

The Specification has been amended. Claims 1,7-9, and 20 have been amended. 
Claim 10 has been cancelled from the application without prejudice (and Claims 2-6, 11-19 
and 21-35 were previously cancelled without prejudice). Claims 36 - 52 have been added. 
No new matter has been introduced with these amendments or added claims, all of which are 
supported in the application as originally filed. Claims 1 , 7 - 9, 20, and 36 - 52 are now in the 
application. 

Applicants are not conceding that the subject matter encompassed by the claims as 
presented prior to this Amendment is not patentable over the art cited by the Examiner, and 
claim amendments and cancellations in the present application are directed toward facilitating 
expeditious prosecution of the application and allowance of the currently-presented claims at 
an early date. Applicants respectfully reserve the right to pursue claims, including the subject 
matter encompassed by the claims as presented prior to this Amendment and additional claims, 
in one or more continuing applications. 

I. Rejection under 35 U. S. C. 3103(a) 

The Office Action dated November 13, 2008 (hereinafter, "the Office Action") states 
that Claims 1, 7 - 10, and 20 are rejected under 35 U. S. C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lemay et al, "Laura Lemay's Web Workshop JavaScript", Sams.net, 1996, Chapters 10-11, 
pp. 227-231 (hereinafter, "Lemay") in view ofU. S. Patent No. 6,983,331 to Mitchell et al 
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(hereinafter "Mitchell") and further in view of the article by Smith, et al, "Scalable Multimedia 
Delivery for Pervasive Computing", ACM, 1999, pp. 132-140 (hereinafter "Smith"). Claim 10 
has been cancelled from the application without prejudice, rendering the rejection thereof 
moot. This rejection is respectfully traversed with regard to the remaining claims as currently 
presented. 

Lines 6 - 10 of Claim 1 as currently presented recite: 

the markup language document comprises a syntax element that 
specifies , for the displayable content component, each of at least three 
alternative selectable versions thereof and that further specifies , /or each one of 
the at least three alternative selectable versions, at least one condition defining 
when that alternative selectable version is to be selected (emphasis added) 

Lines 11 - 12 of Claim 1 as currently presented recite: 

each of at least three of the at least three alternative selectable versions 
has a different media type (emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that none of the cited references, whether taken singly or 
in combination, teaches or suggests the above-presented claim language from lines 6 - 12 of 
Claim I, as will now be discussed. 

Lemay describes setting an integer variable "sponsor", and looping through code that 
appends the current value of this integer to the text string "banner" and then appends a text 
string ".gif" to that result. One of ".gif files "bannerl.gif through "banner3.gif is thereby 
selected as a source file to be rendered. See Listing 12.4 on page 228 of Lemay. 
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However, it is clear that all of these ".gif ' files are of an identical media type, namely 
".gif '. Thus, Lemay fails to teach the claim recitations from lines 1 1 - 12 of Applicants' Claim 
1 (and this is admitted in the Office Action on page 4, lines 14 - 15, with reference to a 
previous version of the claim language). Applicants also respectfully submit that Lemay does 
not teach, or suggest, a syntax element that specifies [both] the at least three alternative 
selectable versions and at least one condition defining when each of these alternative selectable 
version is to be selected (as currently recited on lines 6 - 10 of Claim 1). See Applicants' Fig. 
1, where an example of such syntax element begins at reference number 138 (illustrated as a 
<div> syntax element having a class= "ALTlet" attribute) and ends just after reference number 
160. By contrast, Lemay depicts an <A HREF ...> syntax element that does not specify any 
alternative selectable versions and an <IMG NAME ...> syntax element that also does not 
specify "at least three" alternative selectable versions. Furthermore, neither of these syntax 
elements specify at least one condition . 

The "function GoSponsor" script and the "function rotate" script depicted in Lemay's 
Listing 12.4 also cannot be aligned to the claim language recited on lines 6 - 10 of Applicants' 
Claim 1 . In particular, the "function GoSponsor" script does not specify any versions or 
conditions, and the "function rotate" is not a "syntax element" that specifies each of at least 
three alternative selectable versions and that further specifies , for each one of the at least three 
alternative selectable versions, at least one condition defining when that alternative selectable 
version is to be selected. 
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Referring next to the Smith reference, Applicants respectfully note that Smith describes 

2 alternative approaches for "scalable multimedia delivery" - namely, "adaptive delivery" and 

"on-line transcoding". See Section 3, lines 1-3. Applicants respectfully submit that Smith 

describes the "adaptive delivery" approach as a server-side technique. See, for example, 

Section 3, lines 3-7, stating 

In adaptive delivery, the content server ... manage[s] and select[s] the 
different variations ... When a client device requests a multi-media document, 
the server selects and delivers the most appropriate version ... (emphasis 
added). 

Sec also Section 3.5, titled "Server-based selection". This server-side approach is in sharp 
contrast to Applicants' recited "at a client device" claim language. 

Smith's Section 3.5 explains that when a "traditional, non-adaptive content server" is 
used (i.e., when the "adaptive delivery" approach cannot be used), then "active proxies [can be 
used] for transcoding the content on-the-fly ..." That is, the second approach discussed by 
Smith at Section 3, lines 1 - 3 can be used when the server-side approach is not available. 
Section 4, titled "Multimedia Transcoding", provides a discussion of this transcoding 
approach. 

However, Applicants respectfully submit that Smith does not teach their recited "... 
syntax element that specifies .. each of at least three alternative selectable versions ... and that 
further specifies , for each one of the at least three alternative selectable versions, at least one 
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condition defining when ..." (Claim 1, lines 6 - 10, emphasis added). As is well known, when 
transcoding is used, the transcoding operation operates on a single content file, and as 
described by Smith, the server may have delivered this content file to the client or proxy (in the 
case where the transcoding has not already occurred on the server side ; see Fig. 7, for 
example). The server does not provide "at least three alternative selectable versions" of the 
content file, nor does it provide the client with a "markup language document compris[ing] a 
syntax element that specifies ..." such "at least three alternative selectable versions". With 
reference to the cited Section 4.9 of Smith, Applicants respectfully note that this section is 
discussing transcoding policy (see Section 4.8), and it is clear that the "Substitute [image] with 
text" syntax illustrated in Section 4.9 on page 138 is a policy definition that is not a syntax 
element specified in a markup language document (and furthermore, the illustrated syntax does 
not specify "at least three alternative selectable versions"). Furthermore, it is clear that the 
transcoding policies illustrated at the top of page 139 are not a syntax element specified in a 
markup language document. 

Accordingly, Smith does not cure the above-described deficiencies of Lemay. 

Referring next to Mitchell, Applicants respectfully submit that Mitchell does not teach a 
"markup language document comprising a syntax element that specifies ... each of at least three 
alternative selectable versions and that further specifies , for each one of the at least three 
alternative selectable versions, at least one condition ..." (referring to Claim 1, lines 6-10, 
emphasis added). Rather, Mitchell is discussing additional content, not selection of alternative 
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versions of a component as recited by Applicants. Accordingly, Mitchell does not cure the 
above-described deficiencies of Lemay and/or Smith. 

Furthermore, Applicants also respectfully note that the supposed motivation for 
combining Mitchell with Lemay (see Office Action, page 4, lines 8 - 13) is flawed. The 
"displaying content in a displayable area without having to scroll to view all the content 
while describing the Mitchell reference, has no apparent relationship to the claim language 
recited in Applicants' Claim 1 and thus one seeking to solve the problem addressed by 
Applicants' would not be motivated to consult the Mitchell reference. 

In view of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 1 is patentable over 
Lemay, Smith, and/or Mitchell, as a combination thereof (assuming, arguendo, that such 
combination could be made and that one of skill in the art was motivated to attempt it) would 
fail to yield Applicants' claimed invention as recited in independent Claim 1 . Dependent 
Claims 7 - 9 and 20 are deemed patentable by virtue of, inter alia, the allowability of Claim 1 
from which they depend. 

Applicants also wish to note, with reference to dependent Claim 8, that this claim 
recites "... the syntax element [note, singular] specifying the at least three alternative selectable 
versions comprises a markup language element [note, singular] in the markup language 
document, and wherein each one of the alternative selectable versions is specified as a distinct 
child element of the markup language element" (emphasis added). That is, each of the 
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alternative selectable versions is specified as a distinct child element. This is not taught by 
Lemay, which shares the same syntax for all of the 3 different banner ads. 

The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to withdraw the §103 rejection of 
Claims 1,7-9, and 20 as currently presented. 

II. Comment on Advisory Action 

The next-to-last paragraph on the Continuation Sheet of the Advisory Action mailed 
January 29, 2009 states "Furthermore, Applicant indicates that Lemay does not teach omitting 

making reference to page 10, paragraph 2 of Applicants' prior response submitted on 
January 9, 2009 (hereinafter, "Applicants' prior response"). By way of clarification, 
Applicants respectfully note that the cited page 10, paragraph 2 is noting that the Office Action 
did not provide a citation for the "omitting" claim language. 

III. Added Claims 

Claim 36 is an independent method claim that recites 

evaluating the markup language document at the client device, 
responsive to the receiving, to determine whether a syntax extension is specified 
therein , the syntax extension comprising a specification of at least three 
alternative selectable versions of a component that comprises a portion of the 
requested content and, for each one of the at least three alternative selectable 
versions of the component, a specification of at least condition defining when 
that alternative selectable version is to be selected (Claim 36, lines 5-10, 
emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that none of Lemay, Smith, or Mitchell teaches or 
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suggests such "syntax extension" (which is illustrated, for example, by the <div class = 
"ALTlet" ...> syntax in Applicants' Fig. 1; see reference numbers 138 through 160). This 
"evaluating" is illustrated at reference number 310 of Applicants' Fig. 3. 

The "rendering the requested content from the markup language document on a display 
device coupled to the client device if the evaluating has a negative result" (Claim 36, lines 1 1 - 
12) is illustrated at 320 of Applicants' Fig. 3, and the "otherwise selecting a particular one of 
the alternative selectable versions of the component and rendering the content on the display 
device using the selected version as the portion of the content by performing ..." (Claim 36, 
lines 12 - 19) is illustrated at 330 - 360 of Applicants' Fig. 3. Accordingly, it can be seen that 
no new matter has been introduced. 

Applicants also respectfully submit that the "syntax extension" claim language as 
recited in independent Claim 36 is not taught or suggested by several previously-cited 
references, as will now be discussed. 

The previously-cited Kontogouris reference does not teach, inter alia, at least three 
alternative selectable versions for a component, or specifying such alternative selectable 
versions using a syntax extension , as recited in Applicants' Claim 36, lines 5-10. Instead, as 
Applicants have discussed in their response submitted on March 17, 2008, para. [0062] of 
Kontogouris states that a banner advertisement "may include any combination of text, 
graphics, video, sound, and/or animation", with no teaching or suggestion that these various 
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choices are provided as alternative selectable versions : the banner ad might comprise a 
combination of text and sound, for example, with these media types being used in combination 
with one another and not as different versions that are alternatives to one another. 

In contrast to the at least three alternative selectable versions for a component, and 
specifying such alternative selectable versions using a syntax extension for client-side 
processing (as recited in Applicants' Claim 36), the previously-cited text from col. 9 of the 
Kanevsky reference pertains to operations carried out at the server side of the network. 
Accordingly, as discussed in Applicants' response submitted on June 6, 2007, the client in 
Kanevsky receives a version that is already adapted for the client's display. Therefore, 
Kanevsky's client would not perform the "evaluating" as recited on lines 5 - 10 of Applicants' 
Claim 36, or the "... rendering the content ... using the selected version as the portion of the 
content by performing ..." as recited on lines 13 - 19. 

The previously-cited Hill reference describes using a style sheet to vary the formatting 
of a document, and states that the style sheet "... does not contain any document content ..." 
(col. 6, lines 49 - 53, emphasis added). Accordingly, Hill does not teach Applicants' recited 
"receiving, at the client device a markup language document representing the requested 
content [and] evaluating the markup language document ... to determine whether a syntax 
extension is specified therein ..." as recited by Applicants on lines 3 - 6 et seq. of Claim 36. 
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lines 45 - 46 of para. [0022], which state "... meaning that the server 22 therefore dispatches 
the alternate image 12B to the client device". In other words, the client does not perform the 
described selecting (see paragraphs [0009] - [0011] and [0021], as well as Fig. 2), because the 
server in Butler sends a web page with an already-selected image 12B. This is distinct from 
the client-side processing recited in Applicants' Claim 36. 

Added independent Claims 44 - 45 recite claim language analogous to that of Claim 36. 
Thus, it can be seen that independent Claims 36, 44, and 45 are patentable over Lemay, Smith, 
and/or Mitchell, as well as being patentable over the above-discussed previously-cited 
references. Added dependent Claims 37 - 43 and 46 - 52 are therefore deemed patentable over 
the references by virtue of, inter alia, the patentability of Claims 36 and 45 from which they 



IV. Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the pending rejected claims, 
withdrawal of all presently outstanding rejections, and allowance of all currently-presented 
claims at an early date. 



depend. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Marcia L. Doubet/ 
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